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Bachelsz 1989 [James, Animal Rights and Human Obligations, p. 124]
rNow let me give some ilustrations of the kinds of results which may

be obtained by this method. Article 5 of The United Nations Universal

Declaration of Human Rights_says that all o ave a I : ba

jected to torture. IS this, n fact, a

~tnctively human right? 1f o s
W say. rabhils Or.pigs or monkeys—are tortured, tlmlgg
ffer. Of course, there are many impressive differences betwe é
hese mimals, but are they relevant here? A man can Tearn mathematigs,
and a rabbit can’t; but what does that have to do with the business of being
rtortured_?_ A_man has an interest in not being tortured because he has the
capacity to suffer paimn, and not because he can do Thatbematics or anything
@f thatsort Put rabbits, pigs, and monkeys also_have the capacity 19
experience pain, and so they have the same hasic_ipterest in.not being
eoureds 1 he pghiuol to be rortured. then, is shared by all animals that
suffer Bam“‘it is not a distinctively human right at all. On the other hand,
XiTicle 18 of the same Declaration 'ﬁy'rﬂ-mt—aﬂ"ﬂfen have the right to
worship as they please. This, 1 think, s a right belonging only to humans,

because only humans have religous beliefs and a capacity for worship. ]
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First, Justice ~—untike charrty, tor exampie--s something oneé can

A/r;inte”igibly claim as one’s due, something that one 15 owed. Though a

fepresentative of the United Way has no valid basis onwhich to claim that
Fowe it to hig organization in particular to make 4 financial contribution,
he does have 4 moral basis on which to claim that T owe it to him to treat
é.,;} him as justicy requires. This is trye regardless of how justice is inter-
preted; itis not peculiar to the interpretation favored here " Fyen g perfec-
tionist theory (see 7.1) allows that justice is owed to anyone who can be
]g‘n‘ treated justly or unjustly; it just so happens that, on p;’rfectionist theo-
ries, whatis due va ries considerably, depending upon how much or how

1 lit
Y(?.b ta
th

te differeng individuals happen to POSsess certain virtyeg (e.g., artistic

lents). There is, thcrefum, thin conceptually odd in rm-*aintainin;,y

ati ; L Ly oy g By . R e —

at individualaty ho have inherent value can claim just treatment as their
= Yalue ¢,

due, or have this claimed on their behalf, because thev have a rig ht to
such freatment. Since what is being claimed as their right is something

~ a7 1\ : Vi ST EYer Trrcdl . S H g
claimed as their due, since [ustice is due them. and smce the duty of

ju

—

stice is an ungequired duty there is nothing

logically untoward in

correlating a basic right to just treatment with the unacquired duty of

justice.

Second, if one’s making a claim to just treatment is to be valid, then
boththe Rim-to and ClAlm-against aspects of suchaclaim mus valid.
emands for just treatment, when these are informed by the notion of

respect central to the respect principlo can be validafed on BoTh coume™
Such claims are valid claims-to. I can specify what it is thatlam claiming a5
my due (namely, treatment that accords with the respect principle) and

he treatment | claim as my due is within the powers or capagities of those

against whom [ make the claim. Moreover, the claim | make is a valid

clam-against, first, because | can_identify those individuals against
whom [ make it—namely, all those moral agents who do or might have
any moral dealings with me—and, second, because the claim | make
against them is_in Feinberg’s words, “called for” by a valid moral prin-

ciple, the respect principle. My claim t& respectful treatment, therefore, is

a valid c[aj
as valid claims, T have the moral right to be treated with respect.
Third, the moral right to respectful treatment is not mine alone. Al

I considered, and thus, given the analysis of moral rights

individuals like me in therelevant Lespects must also have this right, have
it equally, and have it independently of its recognition by the laws of this

or that nation, Thisis part ot what it means to speak of moral rights (see

[

8.1), and no account of moral rights or their validation can be adequate if it
fails to meet these requirements. The analysis of rights as valid claimsg and
the procedure outlined for validating them pass these tests, when it
comes to possession of this right by moral agents. Since all moral agents are
like me in the relevant respects (all have inherent value and all have it
equally), all have the same right to respectful treatment that I do and all
have this right equally. Moreover, since the basis for this right is inde-
pendent of the legislative acts ofany individual(s), our having this right is
independent of its recognition by the laws of this or that nation. Indeed,
precisely because the basis for this right is independent of the laws ofany
nation, appeals to this right can be used in the way Lyons recognizes—as
away “to argue for changes in the social order,"” including changes in the
law itself.
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Francione, Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?
2000 Temple University Press

'%Confusion about Animal Ethics

There is a great deal of confusion surrounding the public discourse on
the moral status of animals. This confusion stems from two sources.
First, it is thought by some that the animal rights position advocates that
we accord to animals the same rights enjoyed by human beings. This is
2 misunderstanding of the animal rights position. Tam not arguing that
our recognition of the moral status of animals means that we are com-
mitted to treating animals and humans the same for all purposes, or that
we must give animals a right to vote, or a right to own property, or a
right to an education. My position is  simple: we are obligated to extend
to animals only one right—the right not to be treated as the property of

humans.
/Second, animal protection organizations, particularly in the Unitec
States, use the expression “animal rights” indiscriminately to describe any

i . -

;iésiu'on, including purely regulatory or animal welfare measures, that is
‘thought to reduce animal suffering. [For example, a proposal to increase
g g./For example, a prop

Al ol

the size of cages used to hold layin Tiens assumes the legitimacy of treat-
ing animals as property; it is aimed at regulating our ownership of ani-
T Por) - : . .

‘mals. A proposal that we abolish the egg industry altogetheras a violaton

of the basic right of animals not to be used as our resources is an animal

irigﬁ;szpfgsjgm. Yet animal protection organizations label both positions
as advancing animal rights. Some animal advocates support such regula-
fory measures as means of eventually achieving the abolition of particu-

P

lar aj}‘igpa_l uses.:l:hgré' is, however, no S;mpiriqg}gg;%idence that the
lation of animal exploitation leads to the abolition of exploitation.
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Francione, Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?
2000 Temple University Press

These two intuitions that encompass our conventional wisdom about
animals are represented in the humane treatment principle, which has
been an entrenched and uncontroversial part of our culture since the
nineteenth century. The humane treatment principle holds that we may
prefer human interests over animal interests, but that we may do so only
when it is necessary and that we therefore ought not to inflict unneces-
sary suffering on animals. The humane treatment principle is not only
a moral rule but a legal rule as well: animal welfare laws purport to pro-
hibit us from inflicting unnecessary suffering on animals. Moreover, our
reason for prohibiting unnecessary animal suffering is not only that in-
flicting such suffering will make us act less kindly toward each other, but
that we believe that it is a wrong to the animals themselves./

In order to determine whether a particular animal use or treatment is
necessary under the humane treatment principle, we must balance ani-
mal interests and human interests. If the balance tips in favor of hu-
mans—if human i in inflicting harm on an animal are stronger
the use or treatment is morally justified because it is necessary. If the bal-
ance tips in favor of animals, then the infliction of harm is not morally
justified because it is considered unnecessary. This balancing of interests
is certainly not a precise operation, and we may very well disagree in our
assessments of the relative weight of competing human and animal in-
terests in particular cases, as well as about what constitutes necessary suf-
fering. But whatever differences we may otherwise have, we must agree
thatif the prohibition against unnecessary suffering is to have any mean-
in; at all, it is morally and legally wrong to inflict suffering on animals
merely for our amusement or pleasure. We must agree that there are
sc:ne meaningful limits on our use and treatment of animals.
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Eewg DOLAN 1999 (Ethics, Animals and Science SThl
(Jus an), BD, DipLaw, FIAT. HV 4708 .D58) pg. i S/
f _Th » presence of awareness is€undamen y concern about the supposed sutfering
onml h and pain_of other creatures. Moral concern for others is cogent only on the pre-
~ T Emption that others have @iccli\'c experiencesyhat we canduore_or lesdknaw

v them, that eheir subjective states inateer to them more or Jess as ours matter to us. and
that_cur actions have major_effects_on what marcers tocthem and_on_swhat they
subjectively _experience, Yave genuinely didnor-belicvethat_athers felt_pain.

fet 2 pleasure, fear, joy. cte.. there would be litdle point to ol locutions o moral
e _exhortations, Morality Gupposesyhat the objects of our moral concern fiad bclm,_v;)
. The presumption of feeling is a necessary condition for moral concern but it is not
-43"1‘« the only condition. One st also belisse that the teclings of others warrant our
busr Tattention. For_most_of us,_the realization that others. human or non-human,

. {k expenence negative feelings in the same wav that we ourselves do, is enough t

__generate a stance of moral concern; it is irrelevant whether that moral concem arises
~out_of rational self-interest (Hobbes), innate sympathy (Hume),_or a sense_of a
rational requirement to universalizability (Kant). Whatever its supposed source. that
concern is the basis of moral conduct and the justification for sympathetic behaviour,
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Kevin DOLAN 1999 (Ethics, Animals and Science STH]

p (JusCan), BD, DipLaw, FIAT. HV 4708 .D58) pg. 5%

[ The universality of pain

Pain is perhaps one u_I_LL\T vt ab aareness, Paip and sunilar forms ot

G _experience are at thetheartbt any ethical discussion ot the use of animals i research.

a __The essence of legality in the use of animals in research is ‘regulated procedure’. the
essential teature of which is the avoidance of “pain, suffenng, distress or Iasting hann’.
Kf;’ CEvery one knowsYy experience what pain is._There is no concept whose objective

——— “existence has been so empirically and upjversally established vet all digect knowJedge

G"Vﬁ‘ of it s necessarilv subjective and any_clear_definition_of it_proves clusive. One
waorking dictionany definition of pain jcan adverse sensagion experienced when the

body is injured or atficted in some way, I a scientific setting, pain s associated swith

QA') such nociceptive svstems as sensory motor od_memory systeins, In this context it
iy ‘

may be defined as an adverse sensorny experience caused by actual or potential injury

Qg‘”_,,\\'hich is accompanied by protective somatic_and visceral reactions_and induces

‘ L-'blc'h.mgk‘\' in_behavioue inchiding sociab bebuvionr which can be specitic for an indi-
vidual aninmal (UFAW [984),

Pain and suttering ;uﬁlnnp;.ni(‘:.in._mnuv— The shghitest stake in hite or an

“TInevitable and dire consequences, even death.

A major relationship in the existence of most species is that of prevand predator -
nature is red tn tooth and claw. This may be reminiscent of the pessimistic philosophy
of Schopenhauer but he was one of the firt among the philosophers to ¢laim that
animals shared (the privilege of ) awareness of suffering with us. He argued
vigorously, as we have seen. against Descartes’s opinion that animals could not feel

E inadvertent exposure to infection on the part of any creature can bring mnmediate,

ror) pain. Schopenhauer’s thoughts, however, did not concentrate solely on suttering: he
clhimed that he had observed his dog. called World-Soul. seeking 2 mechanical
explanation for the mode of operation of some new curtain,
Animal pain

o waly lothe past. doulganay have been expressed abont the fict that animals.tele pain _je

"" ' was probably. in practice, more a matter of ignoring the existence of pain anongse

animals and being indifferent to animal suffenng, In fact there is no justification for
—the Cartesign_assumption that animals have no teelings. Descartes must have <atn a
coach, heard a coachman crack his whip and experienced the reaction ot the horses

'7;‘—;\
. o an anticipated unpleasant experience.
N by  rre NI al R o - are rentarkabiv sinular i
The mechanisims responsible for pain bhehaviour are renarkably snml‘.u in all
and analgesics: control_what_appears to _be pain i all

4 vertebrates. Anacsthetics
vertebrates and somie invertebrates. The biological feedback mechanisims tor con-
W trolling pain scem to be_remarkably similar in all vertebrates, invelving segfonin,

156 f e« atd Arinals,

\[j endorphins, enkephatine and substanee 1 fndorphins have cven been found in

L

. : . S . Camiates indicates animals are capable
earthwonns, The existenee of gadogenous oplates indicates that animals are_capal

ot fectime pain. They would dged iy have neurochennicals and pain-inhibiting systems

Td@entical to onms and Tardly <how the same diminution of pain <igx_\i_;1.s__\y_c,du_1filmxr.

experential pain s noy hem ontrolled by these mechanisms in the sane way that
7

5
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Francione, Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?
2000 Temple University Press

"I Not all animals may be sendent, and it may be difficult to draw the lin
separating those who are capable of consciously experiencing pain and
suffering from those who are not. There is, however, no doubt that
most of the animals we exploit are sentient. Although we may not know
whether insects arecapable of consciously experiencing pain, we Riow

“that primates, Cows, pigs, chickens, and rodents are SenteRTamd Capa-
‘ble of subjective mental experiences. Indeed, it is widely accepted by sci-
entists that many fish and other sea animals args—emw
whether a dog feels pain in exactly the same way that I do, but then |
cannot really know whether another human _l;g'gg,ﬁeﬁlsmpaimm&xactly

WYy o “the same way that I do. If you tell me that you are in pain in a language

2} that T understand, T assume that you mean the same thing that I mean

when I say I am in pain. But I do not know. I have no access to your

”y - mind that allows me to prove that our experiences are identical. Unless
" M I'have some reason to believe that you are lying or otherwise deceiving

O}/\J me, I assume that you are in pain because you and I share certain neu-
@ rological and physiological similarities that make it likely that your sen-
\ sation of pain is similar to mine. Likewise, [ may not know whether my
dog experiences pain in exactly the same way I do, but I have no doubt
that dogs and cows and pigs and chickens are the types of beings who
are neurologically and physiologically able to experience pain and to
suffer. In this sense, all sentient beings, despite any differences, are.sim-
ilar to each other and dissimilar to everything else in the world that is
not sentient. |

.
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rofessor of Law, 2000. [Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the

N There is a greac deal of confusion surrounding the concept of rights. For
‘ our purposes, we need focus on only one aspect of the concept of a right
that is common to virtually all theories about rights: a right is a particr:-
I3FWay of protecting interests. To say that an interest is protected by a
IZATIS to say that the interest is protected : @gg;m;s‘;_hgmgj}gggg_ggigr vio-
lated simply because this will benefit someone else. We can think of a
right of any sort as a fence or a wall that surrounds an interest and upon
‘ “which hangs a “no trespass” sign that forbids entry, e i
héneficial to.the person seeking that entiy. As one scrib
rights are “moral notions that grow out of respect for the individual.

They build protective fences around the individual. They establish areas

e 11 ¢

where the individual is entitled to be protected against the state and the
majority even where a price is paid by the general welfare A7
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Francicne, Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?
2000 Temple University Press

The Solution: Taking Animal Interests Seriously

If we want to take animal interests seriously and give content to our pro-
fessed rejection of the infliction of unnecessary suffering on them, we
can do so in only one way: by applying the principle of equal consideration,
or the rule that we must treat likes alike, to animals. There is nothing
exotic or particularly complicated about the principle of equal consid-
eration. Indeed, this principle is part of every moral theory and, like the
humane treatment principle, is one that most of Uis already accept in our
everyday thinking about moral issuesApplying the principle of equal
consideration to animals does not mean that we are committed to the
view that animals are the Teame” as humans (whatever that means), or

“ . " ot
that animals are our “qucts. Tt means only that 1t ht-

Py Ky . . ~ D
mans and animals do have a similar interest, we must treat that interest

i the same way unless there is a good reason for not doing so. _Our
conyentional wisdom about animals is that they are similar to us in at
least one way: they are sentient and they are the sorts of beings who, like
us, have an interest in not suffering. In this sense, we are similar to each
otherand dissimilar to everything else in the universe that is not sentient.
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Locke, Professor of Management and Psychology at the University of Maryland at College Park [Edwin A.,
http://abcnews.go.com/sectiojns/us/Takingsides] html, “Animals and Rights?,” September 29]
- ~The argument that animals cannot communicate has been disproved. Common examples of nonhuman
animal communication include dolphin communication, chimpanzees who have been taught American sign
X yNanguage and the body and facial language used by dogs.
M@ <In determining whether nonhuman animals should have legal rights, it helps to understand why human
u/Q eings have legal rights. Not all interests carry equal weight and it is the role of lawmakers to decide which
{ 10 interests deserve protection as legal rights and strike a balance among competing interestsg

%G\ & 6 £Animals are like us in ways that are morally and legally significant. They experience pain and pleasure and
y | desire to experience pleasure and avoid pain. In other words, they have interests.

ML ( Those who argue against legal rights for animals would stress the differences between humans and other

a

nimals. None of those differences is legally or morally justifiable. In all legally important ways, other animals

possess the qualities that compel us to put aside convention and convenience, and realize that we have ignored

|_and violated their rights for far too long. 7
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Tom Regan 85 (Philosophy @ N. Carolina State U., “The Case for Animal
Rights” - in “In Defense of animals™) p. 23

 Well, perhaps some will say that animals have some inherent
value, only less than we have. Once again, however, attempis 10
defend this view can be shown to lack rational justification. What
eould be the basis of our having more inherent value than animals?
Thei- lack of reason, or autonomy, or intellect? Only if we are willing

85 make the same judgement in the case of humans who are similarly
deficicnt. Butitis not true that such humans — the retarded child, for
example, or the mentally deranged — have less inherent value than

or I. Neither, then, can we rationally sustain the view that
_animals like them in being the experiencing subjects of a lift less
fsherent value. All who have inherent value have it equally, whether

B .
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Regan, author, 1989 [Tom, ed. Regan. Animal Richts and Hnman Obligations, p. 112-13]
TWell. perhaps some will say that animals have some inherent value, > e
only less than we have. Once again, however, attempts to defend this view
Can be shown to lack rational justification. What could be the basis of our
having iniiierent value than animals? Their lack of reason, or auton-
omy, or intellect? Only if we are willing to make the same judgment in the
case of humans who are. _s_i_r_gi_lg_r_l_ynggmﬁ—c\ient. But it is not true that such
humans—the retarded child, for example, or the mentally deranged—have
less inherent value than you or I. Neither, then, can we rationally sustain
the view that animals like them in being the experiencing subjects of a life
have less inherent value. All who have inherent value have it equally,
whether they be human animals or not.
Tnherent value, then, belongs equally to those who are the experienc-
ing subjects of a life. Whether it belongs to others—to rocks and rivers,
trees and glaciers, for example—we do not know and may never know. But
neither do we need to know, if we are to make the case for animal rights.
We do not need to know, for example, how many people are eligible to vote
in the next presidential election before we can know whether I am. Simi-
larly, we do not need to know how many individuals have inherent value
before we can know that some do. When it comes to the case for animal
vights, then, what we need to know-is_whether the animals that, 1n_our
Tulture, are routinely eaten, hunted, and_used in our laboratories, for
example, are like us in being subjects of aJite. And we dokiiow this. We do
know that many—literally, billions and billions—of these animals are the
subjects of a life in the sense explained and so have inherent value if we do.
And since, in order to arrive at the best theory of our duties to one another,
we must recognize our equal inherent value as individuals, reason—not
sentiment, not emotion—reason compels us to recognize the equal inher-
ent value of these animals and, with this, their equal right to be treated with

repect_\n2-3
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Regan, author, 1989 [Tom, ed. Regan, Animal Rights and Human Obligations, p. 111]

the rights view, I believe, is rationally the most satisfactory moral
theory. It surpasses all other theories in the degree to which itilluminates.
and explains the foundation of our duties to one another—the domain of.
human morality. On this score it has the best reasons, the best arguments,
on its side. Of course, if it were possible to show that only human beings are :
included within its scope, then a person like myself, who believes in animal
rights, would be obliged to look elsewhere. '
But attempts to limit its scope to humans only can be shown to be
rationally defective. Animals, it is true, lack many of the abilities humans
possess. The can’t read, do higher mathematics, build a bookcase, or make
baba ghanoush. Neither can many human beings, however, and yet we don’t
(and shouldn’t) say that they (these humans) therefore have less inherent
value, less of a right to be treated with respect, than do others. It is the
similarities between those human beings who most clearly, most noncontro-
versially have such value (the people reading this, for example), not our
Jdifferences, that matter most. And the really crucial, the basic similarity is
simply this: we are each of us the experiencing subject of a life, a conscious
creature having an individual welfare that has importance to us whatever
Our uselulness [0 _others. we want and prefer things, believe and feel
things, recall and expect things. And all these dimensions of our life,
including our pleasure and pain, our enjoyment and suffering, our satis-
faction and frustration, our continued existence or our untimely death—all
make a difference to the quality of our life as lived, as experienced, by us
as individuals. As the same is true of those animals that concern us (the
ones that are eaten and trapped, for example), they too must be viewed as

the experiencing subjects of a life, with inherent value of their wijin-2 @
perimasen st o oo~
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Hargrove, Professor in Department of Philosophy, 1992. [Eu
State U. of NY Press]

Juervi g€ (’uﬁuy
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ger;é C, University of North Texas,

4:}{3% many animals show every sign of remembering past events
an anticipating future ones, as anyone’s dog does, and they actively
communicate their needs and desires to us through behavior that cer-
tainly appears to be intentional. Clearly these animals must be ac-
cepted as self-conscious on the same grounds that we accept the self-
CONSCIOUST - Somme rationality and
intelligence, they communicate Through sign systems that are:r iich
less versatile than is human language but is nevertheless as adequate
for expressing many personal wants and de in human speech
(particularly from a purely behavioral standpoint), and they give
every indication of knowing when they are hurt. They understand gen-

eral principles of various sorts, and dogs and chimpanzees. Tor panzees, Tor ex-
am inciples (which would
make them moral entities according to the reciprocity framework),
and even seem on occasion to try sincerely and intentionally to live up
to moral principles (which would oeeastonally Taks them moral

agents). >
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Peter Singer 85 (philosophy, bioethics, Monash University. Authcr, “in
Defense of Animals” prologue) p.5

[T Somcouc might say: ‘It is not because we are members of th.
human species that we are justified in overriding the interests cf
P - other animals; it is because we are rational and they are not’

'f"'“"Someonc else might argue that it is because we are autonomous
¢+ beings, or because we can use language, or because we are self-
[ow. conscious, or because we have a sense of justice. All these conten- ‘
%" tions and more have been invoked to justify us in sacrificing the

interests of other animals to our own.

One way of replying would be to consider whether non-human
animals really do lack these allegedly important characteristics. The
more we learn of some non-human animals, particularly”
chimpanzees but also many other species, the less able we are to
“defend the claim that we humans are unique because we are the only
ones capable of reasoning, or of autonomous action or of the use of
x “ Tanguage, or because we pOSsess A Sense of justice. | shall not go into
; .-fFol/, this reply here because it would take a long time and it would do

nothing for the many species of animals who could not be said to
= meet whatever test was being proposed.
Eﬁ’“‘ N There is a much shorter rejoinder. Let us return to the passage I

; ave quoted from Bentham, for he anticipated the objection. After
= | dismissing the idea that number of legs, roughness of skin or fine
details of bone formation should ‘trace the insuperable line’ between
H :& those who have moral standing and those who do not, Bentham goes
on to ask what else might mark this boundary:

-

/" Is it the faculty of reason, or perhaps the faculty of discourse? But a
full-grown horse or dog is beyond comparison a more rational, as well
as a more conversable animal, than an infant of a day or a week or
cven a month, old. But suppose they were otherwise, what would it -
avail? The question is not, Can they reason? nor Can they talk? but, Can
lheﬁu[ter?z o

Beiitham is clearly right. Whatever the test we propose as a means of
_separating human from non-human animals, it is plain that if o
non-hurman animals are going to failit. some humans will fail as well
Infants ave neither rational nor autonomous. They do 1o
language and they do not possess a sense of justice. Are they
= therefore to be treated like non-human animals, to be fattened for the
Y tab.:, if we should fancy the taste of their flesh, or to be used to find
~ut fsome new shampoo will blister human eyeballs?
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o T pot 2 JA(tl\_jC moral and rational agent in_order to_have
! ehts are pot denied nhtineorConratose o wients One might suspect. and
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140 Ethics and Animals

Waelaviogs  Phis form ot swareness, and

ot aize nay be reganded :|@mi—‘hrn ted
WV on cormeaient upon Sichoasreness, s i the past_been assumed to be speci-

fidally human, Our growing knowledee of animal behaviour of this type, tudges a
Jonal auimaly and the rest of the animal

0#!4\{ Tnele any clear distinetion_between rat
ni, Linedom. Forther evidence which travs somewhat the traditional demarcation
2 s . . .
— Tetween ourselves and the other aimals contintally appears as research progresses.

v of Oklahonua's Institure of Primate Studies indicated

Faperiments at the Universit
o were cpmpetent to some degree 1o

that ¢ertan ﬁl\cvi‘xll\‘-lmmuln -up chunpanze

A\T' (the sentence fenctipns of language, TCis unproven that only_a being that can give

’ linguistic expression to Thought has the power to_think. Various forms of non-

, .- Hnguistic ol behavigsr o be taben by some as indicative of thonght.

ey IL1 / Unitortunately there isno way, cven if we grant that animals can think in some form,
or have thoughts as such.

wWe g rscertain that they can think_refectively,
s However much these volved arrwments might edge soig animals towards |
ﬁu.epml T quasi-rational_creatures, i v of Htde consequence. Animals are
ot Mﬂ“ﬂl for autonomous exstence. I theface y""\\{c'j challengegdhey have prove a
7) Frers {iemscloes ro be as adequare T hman B are 1 anilar Crcimstaneds. J
Tn&\‘r\m reject chams concerning vights tor aninuls wirh argaments based/merclhy
'“‘c—_lllllll"“l‘ Tk of the speofic quality ol the abihty to think.
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It may be arzued that animals_in the wild do not give each other rights by |
their situation ditfers from what occurs when they interface with human beings. Ala,
~Na
~

I the absence of humans, tatural echanisgis Operate to control their behavieur

_and _regulate their numbers for the good of the entire ccosvstem,  However, \'ﬂ;-j.
because human beinus exploit animals and alier ceosvstems, rights for animals v -.,ré
_need to be elaborated as ethical suidelines or as moral restraints. A Declaration_of S
Anmmal iizlm cannot be expected from animals because as British Rail printed ' )
bold type in their pamphlet on animal transport: ‘ANIMALS CAN'T_COM-
PLAIN'. }
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Francione, Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?
2000 Temple University Press

““The humane treatment principle and the animal. welfare I?WS that 're:
flect it require that we balance the interests of ammals against our m-
terests when we use animals for a particular purpose. Tq balance llrgter

ests means to assess the relative strengths of copﬂlctfl}g mtere‘:st;. our
interests in inflicting suffering outweigh tl}e animals’ interests, t SI} fo:;
interests prevail and the animal suffering is regarded as -necesfsar);.ferin

justifiable human interests are at stake, then the infliction of su g

on animals must be regarded as unnecessary. For example, the British
law regulating the use of animals in experiments requires that before
any experiment is approved, it is necessary to “weigh the likely adverse
effects on the animals concerned against the [human] benefit likely to
accrue.””? The humane treatment principle seems to say that we may
use animals, but only when it is necessary to do so—only when we are
faced with a true emergency analogous to the burning house scenario
that requires us to make a choice—and that we should impose only the
minimum amount of pain and suffering necessary for our purpose. If a
prohibition against unnecessary suffering of animals is to have any
meaningful content, we must not inflict suffering on animals merely for
our pleasure, amusement, or convenience. If there is a feasible alterna-
tive to our use of animals in a particular situation, then the principle
would seem to proscribe such use.
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Jim Mason delineates an intellectual sensibility that preceded (and
enabled) animals’ subjugation in zoos as well as other forms o
animal oppression. He traces Western theories that legitimizc
human domination over animals back to Aristotle — who wrote
in Politics that animals exist for the sake of people —~ and cite
%}(‘”Hl Bacon and Descartes as laying the foundation for exploiting

animals as inferior beings. From such as the
\x\) . description of Eden in Genesis {
M
we got the notion that conquering natur fmissible;,but -
from’Bacon\we got the notion that1t 1(ge51rableg Human ambr
)_/__,Q(NT Fon makes us @anbto do_it_said Bacon .. . (K vowledgp ic

Desc ubhshed as that further strengthened the caw
f humanit ) st) of nature. Descartes’s major contn
fkﬂ “bution was to OINg etel ver any connection between marg

and nature and to place an absolute gap between them.

@ (ar

Tctory ovexhature 255). Mary Midgley cites other philo-
wphical traditions that exclude moral consideration for animals,

thereby rendering them subordinate: Hume’s exemption of animals

from justice or the possession of rights, property_and sacial claims

@antg dgmal Qf d.ut;LtQ_a.m.maJs(48—52) {
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Francione, Gary B. Introduction to Animal Rights: Your Child or the Dog?
2000 Temple University Press

T As late as the seventeenth century, the view was advanced that animals
are nothing more than robots, with no ability to think or feel. For ex-
ample, René Descartes (1596-1650), considered the founder of modern
philosophy, maintained that animals are not conscious—they have no
mind whatsoever—because they do not possess a soul, which God in-
vested only in human beings. In support of the idea that animals lac«
consciousness, Descartes argued that they do not use verbal or sign lan-
guage—something that every human being does but that no animal does.
Descartes certainly recognized that animals act in what appear to be pur-
posive and intelligent ways and that they seem to be conscious, but he
claimed that they are really no different from machines made by God.
Indeed, he referred to animals as “automatons or moving machines.”!
‘Moreover, just as a clock can tell time better than human beings can, so
some animal machines can perform some tasks better than humans can.
An obvious implication of Descartes’s position——and one that he

Scious of paln pleasure or anvrhmg else.? Descartes and hlS Tollowers
“performed experiments in which they nailed animals by their paws onto
oards and cut them open to reveal their beating hearts. They burned,
scalded, and mutilated animals in every conceivable manner. When the
animals reacted as though they were suffering pain, Descartes dismissed

“the reaction as no different from the sound of a machine that was func-
tioning improperly. A crying dog, Descartes maintained, is no different
Trom a whining gear that needs oilg

™ In Descartes’s view, it is as senséless to talk about our moral obliga-
tions to animals, machines created by God, as it is to talk about our
moral obligations to clocks, machiités created by humans. We can have -
moral obligations that concern the clock, butany such obligations are re-
ally owed to other humans and not to the clock itself. If I smash the
clock with a hammer, you may object because the clgck belongs to you,
or because I injure you when a piece of the smashe;d clock accidentally
strikes you, or because it is wasteful to smash a perfectly good clock that
could be used by someone else. I may be similgrly obligated not to dam-
age your dog, but the obligation is owed to you, not to the dog. The
dog, like the clock, according to Descartes, is nothing more than a ma-
chine and possesses no interests in the first place;ij “FAY




